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Election/Restrictions 

Newly submitted claim 89 has been withdrawn from consideration as being 
directed to a non-elected invention without traverse. See 37 CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 
821.03. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 88 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. In claim 8, line 8, the phrase "from at least one of the first 
networked users ... second networked users;" is indefinite because there is recited only 
one first and only one second networked user. If both users are recited, then this is still 
problematic because they would both receive the information bundles and both users 
would send information bundles that means that the users could be sending information 
bundles to themselves. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1,2, 3. 5-10, 12, 59-63,65.66,67,89 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bowman-'234 in view of Milsted et al. and Lipkin. Bowman- 
'234 discloses distributing information bundles from different ones of a first plurality of 
different networked users to different ones of a second plurality of different network 
users according to a machine-readable format that includes values for a plurality of 
content attribute descriptors -see col. 233 lines 56 et seq, wherein it is stated that each 
data stream "includes an attribute descriptor defining elements of the data". 

Bowman *234 further discloses using metadata as the attribute descriptors to 
support financial, e.g. business language/commercial interactions {even still, \Nhat the 
descriptor describes is not given patentable weight given that anything can be attributed 
to such signals). In particular it is stated Bowman *234: 

Like SGML, XML is a meta-language that allows authors to create their own 
customized tags to identify different types of data on their Web pages. In addition 
to improving document structure, these tags will make it possible to more 
effectively index and search for information in databases and on the Web. ... 
XML is currently playing an important role the realm of electronic commerce via 
the Open Financial Exchange, an application developed by Microsoft. Intuit, and 
CheckFree for conducting electronic financial transactions. Similarly. HL7, a 
healthcare information systems standards organization, is using XML to support 
electronic data interchange EDI of clinical, financial, and administrative 
information (http://www.mcis.duke.edu/standards/HL7/sigs/sgml/index.html). 
Bowman '234 discloses in col. 200 lines 1-2, discloses deriving attribute values 
for the purpose of auditing. It is deemed an obvious variant of auditing to derive traffic 
statistics since that is what auditing is. Notwithstanding, Milsted et al. derives by billing 
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statistics based on the Product ID data in the metadata, see col. 76. Further, Milsted et 
al. disclose using metadata to package content 113 for electronic distribution and then 
uses store 103 which uses the metadata for billing because it cannot access the 
content. It would be obvious to use the metadata tag system of Milsted et al. in 
Bowman '234 because this would allow monitoring of transfer without having to see the 
full product thereby saving bandwidth. 

However Bowman '234 fails to disclose managing interactions between 
networked users using the information bundles. But Lipkin discloses matching between 
metadata-based profiles and users (see cols. 113, 114,115) to mange interactions e.g. 
matches between users. It would be obvious to modify Bowman to include the match 
management feature of Lipkin the motivation being the ease of managing using only 
descriptors versus interrogating an entire data base. 

RE claims 2,3: the practice of billing differently for items going to different 
locations is an old expedient in the art. 

Re claim 6: Fig 72 illustrates an offer/acceptance scenario between provider and 
potential customer. It would be an obvious extension of the audit teaching in *244 to 
derive statistics about the presentation of offer bundles and acceptance rates for these 
offer bundles based upon theses scenario because the motivation would be to price at 
, the market. 

Re claim 9. Bowman *234 discloses real time data interrogation, since each 
attribute is interrogated in real time, auditing is deemed to obviously be conducted in the 
same manner. 
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Re claim 10. col. 239 lines 60 et seq., Bowman *234 discloses using meta-tags 
which cause data to be written to a buffer or node of the customer. 

Re claim 12: a ticker symbol field is deemed merely an intended use and does 
not constitute invention. 

Re claims 59,60: the bundle or target descriptor in Bowman '234 is read as the 
"standards" descriptor in (http://www.mcis.duke.edu/standards/HL7/sigs/sgml/index.html). 

Re claim 65 official notice is taken to the standard format of bundles. 

The motivation for using the teachings of Milsted et a! is repeated herein for each 
of the following elements: 

Re claims 7 and 8; in Milsted et al. disclose at step 610 statistics on transfers of 
contents identified by their metatags. 

Re claim 5: in Milsted et al. the tool 161 executes bundling exclusive of human 
intervention. 

Re claim 61 : in Milsted et al., CD title has a value for licensing purposes. 

Re claim 62: in Milsted et al., the artist name is deemed to be bundle type. 

Re claim 63: in Milsted et al., artist is a key word known of standardized in the artists 

community. 

Re claims 66,67: what statistics are used for is deemed a matter of intended use without 
merit to advancing a patentable step. 
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Claims 1.4 and 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bowman-'234 Lipkin and Milsted et al. as applied to claims above, and further in 
view of Colby et al. 

Bowman fails to disclose using an event table to manage data based on user 
definable properties, e.g. events. Colby et al. do disclose such a table. It would be 
obvious to provide such a table to Bowman the motivation being the increased ability to 
manage data flow though the distribution process. 

RE claim 4, the event table in Colby et al. is read as the processing logic which 
obviously is capable of prioritizing billing. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to PRIMARY 



EXAMINER Joseph A. Fischetti at telephone number (ZQ3)-3O§-073^ . 




